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art Uparle Levy, H U.S.P.Q.2d 1461, ,464 (Bd. Pa, App. & Inter. 1990) (emphasis in 
original). The Examiner, in presenting the inhereney argument, bears the ev.dent.ary 
burden and must adequately satisfy this burden. See id. 

Regarding functional limitations, me Examiner must evaluate and consider the 
functional limitation, jus. .to any other limitation of the claim, for what it fairly conveys 
to a person of ordinary skill in the pertinent art in me context in which it is used. See 
M P E P § 2.73.05(g); In re MneHar,, 169 U.S.P.Q. 226, 229 (C.C.P.A. 1971); In re 

44 U.S.P.Q.2d .429, 1432 (Fed. Cir. .997). If .he Examiner believes the 
functional .imitation to be inherent in the cited reference, then the Examiner "must 
provide some evidence or scientific reasoning to estab.ish the reasonab.eness of the 
examiner's beUef that the functional .imitation is an inherent characteristic of the pnor 
art." Eiparie Skinner, 2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1788, 1789 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1986). 

Features of Independent Claim 1 OnuUedfrom Babula el al 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 1 and dependent claims 2-13 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by Babula et al. Claim 1 recites: 

A method of identifying training needs for 
biomedical equipment in a medical facility, the method 

comprising: , 

collecting identification and operation data 
associated with a plurality of biomedical equipment 

components ^ collected data in a cen tral database; 

analyzing the operation data to identify at least one 
operational parameter affected by operator activities with 

the equipment components; and 

Identifying a training need based on the analyzed 

operational parameter. 
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operator acnvmej. IntheHnalun r „,, office Acuon mailed November 
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o inn* Paee 2 However, this passage of Babula et al. is aevoiu 

9, 2004, rage z. now r .relied bv operator acnvraes. 

Instead, the passage simply states, tneservic j lines3 0-32. 
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refa ence cannot annate independent Cairn 1 or its dependent claims. 
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training, and so forth. Babula et ai , 
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e, al. simply disclose ««« to these materials in a general sense, e.g., a library 
instructional materials. See id. 
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Tr ^iTe data may be included in messages formulated by the service facility 
msMMMime, the data may ^ 
andret^nutted.othediagnosUcsystem.-H.a.Col.lS.lmes P 

I^opLionalparamete, ^i.simplydisclosesu.emclusionofge^ 
the equipment components, as set forth in claim . in 

mis Jlt Babula reference. Por example, dependent ciaim 5 recites * ^ 
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teacningum , he reiection of claim 5 is incomplete. 
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response may further include . . . reports of system operation. identified training 

v ■ M~n The disclosed report has nothing to do with an idenun 
14-16 (emphasis added). The disclose „„„ rinatt dependent claim 8. 

need. In view of this deficiency, the Babula reference cannot anticipate depe 
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location. In view of these omitted features, the Babula reference cannot anticipate 
dependent claims 1 1 and 12. 

Features of Independent Claim 15 Omitted from Babula et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 15-22 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by 
Babula et al. Regarding independent claim 15, this claim recites: 

A system for identifying training needs associated 
with a plurality biomedical equipment components in a 
medical institution, the system comprising: 

a central database configured to store data 
representative of the equipment components, the stored 
data including operation data and identification data 
identifying at least an equipment type; 

a data analysis module configured to arrange the 
operation data into logical groupings and to analyze the 
operation data based on the logical groupings, the logical 
groupings including an equipment type grouping; and 

a report generator configured to generate a report 
including an arrangement of the analyzed operation data 
based on the logical groupings, wherein a training need is 
identifiable based on the arrangement. 

In contrast to claim 15, the Babula reference is missing a number of features, such as 
"a data analysis module configured to arrange the operation data into logical groupings and 
to analyze the operation data based on the logical groupings." In the Final Office Action, 
the Examiner relied on column 1 1 , lines 4-25 for allegedly teaching this claim feature. See 
Final Office Action mailed November 9, 2004, Page 4. However, this passage of Babula et 
al. is devoid of any teaching or suggestion of a data analysis module, much less analyzing 
based on logical groupings. Instead, this passage describes functionality of the field service 
unit 24, which includes a device connectivity module 1 06, a network connectivity module 
108, an access module 1 14A, and adapter modules 1 16. See Babula et al., Col. 1 1, lines 25- 
48. This field service unit 24 clearly lacks a data analysis module, as recited in claim 15. 
The Babula reference further states: "the service facility engineer will perform analysis of 
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the service issues and recontact the diagnostic system." Babula et al., Col. 18, lines 30-32 
(emphasis added). Although Babula et al. disclose analysis, they only describe manual 
analysis by an engineer. See id. Moreover, Babula et al. do not disclose analysis based on 
logical groupings, as recited in claim 15. In view of these omitted features, the Babula 
reference cannot anticipate independent claim 15 or its dependent claims. 

Independent claim 15 also recites "a report generator configured to generate a 
report including an arrangement of the analyzed operation data based on the logical 
groupings, wherein a training need is identifiable based on the arrangement." In the 
Final Office Action, the Examiner relied on column 19, lines 5-45 for allegedly teaching 
these claim features. See Final Office Action mailed November 9, 2004, Page 4. However, 
these passages of Babula et al. are devoid of any teaching or suggestion of an arrangement 
of analyzed operation data based on logical groupings, much less an identified training need 
based on the arrangement. Instead, the passage simply states: "Various types of reports may 
be produced, including reports relating to recent or historical service activities, reports of 
the state of the diagnostic system, including numbers and types of examinations performed, 
errors or problems encountered, anticipated service needs, and so forth." Babula et al., Col. 
19, lines 31-36 (emphasis added). The disclosed report has nothing to do with logical 
groupings, an arrangement based on the logical groupings, or a training need identified 
based on the arrangement, as recited in claim 15. In view of these deficiencies, the Babula 
reference cannot anticipate independent claim 15 or its dependent claims. 

Regarding the dependent claims, a number of additional features are believed to be 
missing from the Babula reference. For example, dependent claim 17 recites that the 
"operation data includes operator errors associated with the equipment components, and 
wherein the arrangement of the analyzed operation data comprises a presentation of the 
operator errors associated with a particular equipment type." In the Final Office Action, 
the Examiner relied on column 8, lines 35-55 for allegedly teaching these claim features. 
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See Final Office Action mailed November 9, 2004, Page 5. However, this passage is silent 
regarding individual operators, much less errors of those operators. Instead, this passage 
merely discloses "memory circuitry for storing image data files, log files, error files, and so 
forth." Babula et al., Col. 8, lines 49-51 (emphasis added). These error files are never 
disclosed as or suggested to be associated with operator errors, as recited in claim 17. In 
addition, the Babula reference does not describe these error files as associated with 
equipment components or a particular equipment type. In view of these deficiencies, the 
Babula reference cannot anticipate dependent claim 17. 

Features of Independent Claim 23 Omitted from Babula et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 23-27 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by 
Babula et al. Claim 23 recites: 

A method for identifying a training need associated 
with biomedical equipment in a medical institution, the 
method comprising: 

storing data associated with the equipment in a 
central database, the stored data including equipment 
operation data and equipment identification data; 

logically grouping the stored equipment operation 
data in accordance with the corresponding equipment 
identification data; 

analyzing the equipment operation data based on 
the logical grouping; 

generating a presentation of the analyzed 
equipment operation data in accordance with the logical 
grouping; and 

identifying a training need associated with a 
particular piece of equipment based on the presentation. 

In contrast to claim 23, the Babula reference is missing a number of features, such as 
"analyzing the equipment operation data based on the logical grouping." In the Final 
Office Action, the Examiner relied on column 18, lines 30-35 for allegedly teaching these 
claim features. See Final Office Action mailed November 9, 2004, Page 6. However, this 
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passage of Babula et al. is devoid of any teaching or suggestion of analysis based on logical 
groupings. Instead, the passage simply states: "the service facility engineer will perform 
analysis of the service issues and recontact the diagnostic system." Babula et al., Col. 18, 
lines 30-32 (emphasis added). Although Babula et al. disclose analysis, they do not mention 
any logical groupings associated with the analysis. In view of these omitted features, the 
Babula reference cannot anticipate independent claim 23 or its dependent claims. 

Independent claim 23 also recites "generating a presentation of the analyzed 
equipment operation data in accordance with the logical grouping." In the Final Office 
Action, the Examiner relied on column 7, lines 12-35 for allegedly teaching these claim 
features. See Final Office Action mailed November 9, 2004, Page 6. However, these 
passages of Babula et al. are devoid of any teaching or suggestion of a presentation in 
accordance with logical groupings. Instead, these passages generally discuss the field 
service unit 24 and the uniform service platform 90, which is "adapted for composing 
service requests, transmitting and receiving service data, establishing network connections 
and managing financial or subscriber arrangements between diagnostic systems and the 
service facility." Babula et al., Col. 7, lines 20-24. The disclosed platform 90 has nothing 
to do with logical groupings, analysis of data, or a presentation based on the logical 
groupings, as recited in claim 23. In view of these deficiencies, the Babula reference cannot 
anticipate independent claim 23 or its dependent claims. 

Finally, the Babula reference does not teach or suggest "identifying a training need 
associated with a particular piece of equipment based on the presentation" as recited by 
independent claim 23. In the Final Office Action, the Examiner relied on column 18, lines 
45-50 for allegedly teaching these claim features. See Final Office Action mailed 
November 9, 2004, Page 6. However, these passages of Babula et al. do not teach or 
suggest identifying a training need, much less an identification based on the presentation. 
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Instead, the passage simply states: "access to the database at step 300 may include access to 
. . . instructional documentation and courses, schedules for training, and so forth." Babula et 
al., Col. 1 8, lines 46-49 (emphasis added). Although Babula et al. disclose instructional 
materials and training schedules, they only disclose general access to these materials. See 
id. Moreover, the general access to instructional materials in Babula et al. cannot 
reasonably be interpreted to equate with identifying a training need based on the 
presentation (i.e., the presentation being derived from an analysis based on logical 
groupings). In addition, the passage cited by the Examiner further states: "Where such 
information is located for the diagnostic system modality and type , the data may be included 
in messages formulated by the service facility and retransmitted to the diagnostic system." 
Id. at Col. 18, lines 49-52 (emphasis added). Again, this passage neither discloses nor 
suggests identifying a training need based on the analyzed operational parameter. Instead, it 
simply discloses the inclusion of general information - by modality and type - along with 
messages. See id. However, locating information by modality and type is different than 
identifying a training need based on a presentation derived from an analysis based on 
logical groupings, as set form in claim 23. In view of these omitted features, the Babula 
reference cannot anticipate independent claim 23 or its dependent claims. 

Features of Independent Claim 28 Omitted from Babula et al. 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 28 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
anticipated by Babula et al. Again, the Examiner's rejection is deficient for the reasons 
discussed above with reference to independent claim 1. 

For these reasons, the Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw 
all outstanding rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 
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Conclusion 

The Applicants respectfully submit that all pending claims should be in condition 
for allowance. However, if the Examiner wishes to resolve any issues by way of a 
telephone conference, the Examiner is kindly invited to contact the undersigned attorney 
at the telephone number indicated below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: January 3. 2005 f ~p^* > ^^= a ^ 

kit R. Swanson 
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